Abstract: the absence of books and book chapters in the Web of Science Citation Indexes (SCI, SSCI and 
Introduction
The absence of books and book chapters in the Web of Science Citation Indexes (SCI, SSCI and A&HCI) has always been considered an important flaw when using this database for bibliometric purposes and especially when assessing fields such as Social Sciences or Humanities in which this publication type plays a major role. In this sense, Eugene Garfield as creator of the citation indexes was well aware of this shortcoming and insisted on the necessity of developing a further citation index that would cover this important loophole when stating:
"From the perspective of the social scientist or humanities scholar, the failure to include monographs as sources in the ISI citation indexes may be a drawback in drawing conclusions about the impact of certain work.
Nevertheless, the inclusion of books as cited references in ISI's citation indexes has permitted studies of most-cited books to be accepted as reasonable surrogates for more comprehensive studies that might have included books as sources. Undoubtedly, the creation of a Book Citation Index is a major challenge for the future and would be an expected byproduct of the new electronic media with hypertext capability!"
Garfield, 1996
In May 2010 Thomson Reuters, intending to put an end to this long criticism, announced at the Frankfurt Book Fair the launch of the long-awaited Book Citation Index and by the way, getting in ahead of the field. The database was finally available in October of that same year indexing 29,618 books and 379,082 book chapters and covering a time period from 2005 to the present (currently it goes back to 2003) (Giménez-Toledo & Torres-Salinas, 2011). The emergence of such a product is of great interest not just as an information retrieval tool for Social Sciences and Humanities researchers who finally have an information source to which turn to. But also to bibliometricians and scientific publishers who now have a new tool that includes a long neglected but important publication type such as books which meant a great shortcoming in their studies (Glänzel & Schoepflin, 1999) . The important role books play in Social Sciences and Humanities meant a great threat to any type of approach for research evaluation in these fields as no reliable information source covered them (Hicks, 2004) and therefore, were not even considered.
The Book Citation Index opens a new window of opportunities for analyzing these fields from a bibliometric point of view (see Leydesdorff & Felt, 2012) . In this sense, the introduction of books in the Web of Science platform could lead to some kind of Book Publishers Citation Reports in which scientific publishers would be ranked according to some bibliometric indicator similarly to what the Journal Citation Reports does. This would provide another perspective for assessing publishers to those previously presented, for instance analyzing their visibility through their presence in library catalogues (Torres-Salinas & Moed, 2009) or through surveys to researchers 1 . However, books and journals have different natures that lead to different citation behaviors and must be analyzed and treated carefully. In this line of thought, we present this article in which we pose the possibility of drawing an analogy between scientific publishers and journals. Therefore, our proposal would derive from the traditional journal rankings based on citations. We believe that databases such as the Book Citation Index may lead to the development of new bibliometric tools in order to improve research evaluation exercises. Specially regarding scientific publishers where no tools can be found for measuring objectively and quantitatively their impact within the research community or their level of specialization. In this sense, the 'Book Publishers Citation Reports' could be hypothetically used similarly in the same way than the current Journal Citation Reports, that is, directed to:
-Librarians for facilitating their acquisition process. We must not forget that this was Eugene Garfield's original purpose when he created the Journal Impact Factor. These rankings help librarians to differ the core literature in certain disciplines and maximize their budget.
-Researchers for orientating them within the scientific literature. These rankings allow them to rapidly locate which publishers have more visibility and therefore are a good tool when choosing where to send their manuscripts for publication.
-Research managers and bibliometricians as they are powerful tools for research evaluation purposes. In this sense, the 'Book Publishers Citation Reports' could be used as a proxy for measuring the capability of researchers for instance, to publish in highly cited publishers.
Methodology
Here we present an analysis of the impact of the scientific publishers included in the Book Citation Index for 'Humanities & Arts' and 'Social Sciences & Law' in the 2006-2011 time period. We analyzed a total of 19 disciplines which may or may not correspond to the subject categories assigned by the database. In appendix 2 we show the correspondence between the Web of Science BKCI subject categories and the disciplines analyzed in this study. In table 1 we present the complete list of disciplines analyzed in this article. 
Total citations received by all items

Total Citations
Total citations received by all records included in the Book Citation Index.
Average citations per item AvgCit
Average of citations items receive according to their discipline. That is, the result of dividing Total Items between Total Citations.
Percentage of non cited items NonCit
Proportion of items indexed as document type 'book' or 'book chapter' that have received no citations from the total of items of the given discipline.
Results
The In table 3 we offer a general perspective of the analyzed disciplines and their production and impact indicators. In this sense, 'Economics & Business', 'Education' and 'History' are the ones with more items indexed and also, and probably as a consequence, the fields with more citations received along with 'Sociology'. On the other side, 'Anthropology' has the highest citation average with 1.68. The non-cited rate ranges from 91% in 'Arts' to 74% in 'Archeology'. These problems are especially severe in the case of Humanities and Social Sciences where there is no such a thing as a global scientific community as it happens in Basic and Applied Sciences, and where English is not considered as the main scientific language. We must take into account the effect of the local and national factor and the atomization of knowledge that exist in these areas. According to Thomson Reuters' official report they only consider English-language publications 'Because English is the universal language of science at this time, Thomson Reuters will focus on books that publish full text in English 3 '. In our opinion, this is an unfortunate statement when regarding to these fields.
Finally, we must point out several issues when developing publishers' indicators:
1) What must we count, books or book chapters? must we add their citations? Should we count book citations and chapters citations separately? should we distinguish between multi-authored books or single-authored book?
2) What should we do with those monographs which behave more closely to journals than the rest such as book series as Annual Reviews? Should they be excluded in order to end with their distorting effect?
3) Although this has not been analyzed in this study, which is the most suitable citation window for measuring books' impact? Can we preserve the Journal Impact Factor analogy?
Concluding remarks
►Thanks to the launch of the Book Citation Index, it is currently possible to develop scientific publisher's rankings similar to the Thomson Reuters 'Journal Citation Reports'. We called these rankings 'Book Publishers Citation Reports'.
► The 19 rankings presented in this paper could be only useful for characterize the Anglosaxon domain because there is a strong bias to commercial and English speaking countries. So is not possible to develop a global 'Book Publishers Citation Reports'.
►There is a lack of important publishers so we obtain a partial picture of the publisher's impact scenario. A 'Book Publishers Citation Report' based in the BKCI maybe is no useful for research evaluation purposes in the same way as the JCR is.
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